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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 



In re Patent Application of 



Appeal No.: 2004-0064 
Date: Februaiy 20, 2004 
Group Art Unit: 3711 



JohnSKALBN 



Serial No.: 09/787,750 
Filed: May 21. 2001 



Examiner: M. Chambers 



For: GOLf TRAINING DEVICE 

MaQ Stop Appeal Brief - Patents 
Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

PETITION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME PURSUANT TO 37 C.FJL § 1.136(b) 

Applicant respectfully requests an extension of two weeks, until March 8, 2004, in which to 
take action pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.196(b) and/or 37 C.F.R. § 1.197(b) in connection with this 
matter. The reasons for this request are as follows: 

1. Applicant is a resident of Sweden, and Homerange, AB, the assignee and real party in 
interest, is aSwedish Corporation. The undersigned attorneys (hereafter, applicant's U.S. attorneys) 
were engaged by and are instructed by Swedish patent counsel for tiie parties. As is customary in 
such situations, communication is between applicant's U.S. attorneys and the law fum in Sweden. 

2. Upon study of the decision of the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences (the Board) 
in this matter, it appeared that a ground of rej ection may imphcitly have been relied on by the Board 
which had not been presented by the Examiner, and which accordingly had never been responded 
to during the prosecution of this supplication. This was not designated in the decision as a "new 
ground of rejection", but in our opinion, perhaps it should have been. 
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lo. ro Patmt A-pplioation of 
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Pot: OOIJF TRATtSTINQ PBVnCE 



^Xipeal TnTo-: 2004-0064- 
X7ate: Febniaxy 20» 
Oroup Art tJtait: 3711 
JBx3zxilciecr: >/t- Oliaxxlbecrs 



Stop J^.'ppeal Bv-Bef - Pateim±s 
CoxBxmfsaionev- Coir Patent* 
P.O. Box 14SO 

AlescandrlEko 22313-1450 

pKTnrrrorsr poxt EXTK-isrsioJV op tiivle. pxj»sxTAi>nr xo 3-7 c;.p.:r- & i-i36a»> 

jXppUcaaxit xespcsotfUlly r^eqiaeats aia eoctozision of two wocslts, ixcrtil IVlarob S» 200-4, in wKioli to 
take action i«xrauan.t to 37 CJ?JE%- § 1-1 960) axid/or 37 C,P-K- § l-197Ct>> in conxwsction witH this 
matter. Thes raasoxis fer ttiis roqu^est are as follows: 

1, JKrxjpUovant Is a residez&t of Swcdctni^ md Honjoransc. AB, ttio CLSsisnee md resal x>artv in 
intoreot, is a Swedififtt CorpCKratioix. TTbLo amaerrsigncd attomerys Ckxeoreaftcnr* apiaUcaixf s U.S - ttttomcys> 
were engaged by and are instruoted t>y Swedish, patent counsel for tlie parties. As is custonaory in 
sucb aituaHonSp o oTnmxxnioatlon Is T3cstw«5«n acppUcaint's XJ.S. attorneys and ttio law flxxn in Sweden, 

2. XJpon study of ttLO decision of tfa.c Boaxd of Patent Appeals and Interfeapencea (ttie 3oard) 
in this matter, it appeared tHat a gronand of red ection may imi^Hcitly Kaxro been reUed on hy the Soaxd 
wlnoh had not 'boecn presonted by the E^caxnincsr, and whicJa aooordingly bad txtsf^resjc been responded 
to durins tbo prosecution of this application- Xbis was not designated in t be decision as a **new 
groimd of rejection'", b\lt In oux opinion, perhaps it sbonld ba-vo beet^. 
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